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A FULL-DAY, YEAR - LONG, EXPERIMENTAL NURSERY SCHOOL
PROGRAM FOR POOR CHILDREN FROM THE ITHACA, N.Y. AREA WAS
CONDUCTED TO OBTAIN INFORMATION ON THE OPERATION OF THIS TYPE
OF PRESCHOOL EXPERIENCE FOR THREE- AND FOUR-YEAR-OLD CHILDREN
OF POOR FAMILIES AND TO DETERMINE SOME OF THE EFFECTS OF THE
PROGRAM ON THE CHILDREN. THE CHILDREN WERE TESTED WITH THE
PEABODY PICTURE VOCABULARY TEST AND THE STANFORD-BINET IN
OCTOBER OF 1965 AND IN APRIL OF 1966. THE RESULTS SHOWED A
SIGNIFICANT INCREASE IN THE IQ' SCORES OF THE CHILDREN BETWEEN
THE TWO TESTING PERIODS. SUMMER HEAD START PROGRAMS WERE
CONDUCTED IN THE DRYDEN, NEWFIELD, AND ITHACA, N.Y. AREAS IN
1965. A FOLLOWUP STUDY ON 74 OF THE 77 HEAD START CHILDREN
WAS DONE DURING THEIR KINDERGARTEN YEAR. DURING THE SECOND
AND SEVENTH WEEK OF EACH OF THE THREE SUMMER PROGRAMS, THE
CHILDREN WERE TESTED FOR COGNITIVE AND SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT. IT
WAS DETERMINED THAT COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT DID NOT

. SIGNIFICANTLY CHANGE FOR CHILDREN IN ANY OF THE GROUPS BUT
SOCIAL.DEVELOPMENT IMPROVED SLIGHTLY. THE CHILDREN IN THE
FOLLOWUP STUDY WERE TESTED TWICE DURING THEIR KINDERGARTEN
YEAR. ALSO, A CONTROL GROUP OF 67 NON-HEAD START CHILDREN IN
KINDERGARTEN WAS SO TESTED. BOTH GROUPS DEMONSTRATED
SIGNIFICANT INCREASES IN IQ, BUT THERE WAS NO DIFFERENCE
FOUND BETWEEN THE SCORES OF THE HEAD START AND NON-HEAD START
CHILDREN. THE MOTHERS OF CHILDREN IN BOTH GROUPS WERE
INTERVIEWED TO OBTAIN THEIR OPINIONS OF THE PROGRAMS IN WHICH
THEIR CHILDREN PARTICIPATED. THEIR OPINIONS ABOUT HEAD START
WERE GENERALLY ENTHUSIASTIC AND POSITIVE. IT WAS CONCLUDED'
THAT THE SUCCESS OF THESE HEAD START PROGRAMS COULD BE
MEASURED MORE IN TERMS OF PUPIL ENJOYMENT AND PARENTAL
SATISFACTION THAN OF COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT. (WD)
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Introduction

This research is primarily an analysis and follow-up study of three
Head Start programs carried out in Tompkins County, N.Y. during the summer
of 1965. The project has three objectives, each involving a different
program of data collection. Objective 1 is a description and analysis
of the three programs based on data collected while the programs were in
session. All the data relevant to this objective have been collected, and
analysis is approximately half completed. The substantive part of this
report will deal entirely with the first objective and this initial set
of data.

Objective 2 of the research is a description and analysis of a year-
ronnd nursery school program for 3 and 4 year old children from poor
families. This program began in September 1965 under the administrative
direction of one of the three Head Start sponsoring groups. Data collection
for this objective is proceeding according to the schedule described in the
project proposal submitted to the Office of Economic Opportunity last July.
Objective 3 of the research is a follow-up study of children and mothers
involved in the three Head Start summer programs, and a comparison of the
mothers° practices and the childrees social and intellectual development
with those of a control group of children and mothers of the same socio-
economic status who did not participate in the Head Start programs. Data
collection for this objective is at present about two weeks behind schedule.
This report will not deal at all with Objectives 2 and 3.

DteisLei2titThree Head Start 1'r2upeR

This section will be a briefs summary account of each program in turn.
I shall begin with the one involving the least staff and the smallest number
of children. It should be said initially that the similarities among these
programs are more impressive than the differences. One reason for this is
probably that staff training for all five head teachers was carried out at
the same institution (Cornell University, Dept. of CD&FR) during the week
before each program began. Each program was intermediate in nature between
a typical nursery school and a typical kindergarten program; also each pro-
gram provided every morning for some time to be devoted to indoor free play,
snack, structured group activities, and outdoor free playa Each program
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1. I want to thank my research assistantsg jams Schuh, Constance Smith,
and Frances Biemiller, for their skillful and devoted efforts in collecting
the data on which this report iu based.
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was planned and directed by public school personnel, so that the emphasis
was primarily on educationai objectives rather than medical, social work,
or nutritional ones.

The Dryden Central School District covers approximately 100 square
miles of countryside dotted with occasional villages. One of these
villages, Freeville, contains an elementary school which provided the
site for a Head Start program serving pre-kindergarten children from the
entire school district. Fifteen children were enrolled in the program,
all white. Twelve had fathers living in their homes; of these fathers
two thirds were laborers. The educational level of the mothers was
generally low: only 20 percent had graduated from high school. Median
family income was 03500 per year; median family size was seven members.

There were only two teachers at the Dryden Head Start Center. The
head teacher was a woman of great energy and enthusiasm who had organized
the entire program almost single-handed. She had seven years of previous
teaching experience in the district, six of them in first grade. The paid
assistant teacher was an 18 year old girl selected by the head teacher on
the basis of known ability and interest in the program. She had graduated
from high school the previous month.

The Dryden program ran for 34 days in a large, well-lighted kinder-
garten room. The basic daily schedule was:

9:00 - 9:15 Greeting and quiet table activities.

9:15 - 9:30 Snack (Several of the children came regularly without
breakfast.)

9:30 - 10:15 Free play indoors Ovailable equipment included wagons,
trucks, large blocks, unit blocks, puzzles, manipulative
toys, books, crayons and paper, clay, easel paints,
housekeeping materials, and costumes.)

10:15 - 10:30 Story period.

10:30 - 11:15 Outdoor play.

11:15 - 11:30 Washing up.

11830 - 12:15 Lunch

12:15 - 12:30 Rest.

12:30 - 1:00 Quiet table activities and preparation for going home.

A distinctive feature of the Dryden program was the change in emphasis
as the weeks progressed. During the first week the head teacher was mainly
concerned that all the children should become familiar with the materials
and equipment, the routines of the day, and the rules for behavior in the
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playroom. She also placed great emphasis on greetiu each child by name,
engaging children in conversation, and suggesting activities to children
who seemed to be "at loose ends." As the program continued, increasing
amounts of time were spent in formal group situations -- stories, games,
music, and discussions. Group games were used for teaching shapes, colors,
numbers, sounds, smells, etc. During the last week a group teaching situa- jip
tion was also used to discuss with the children such things as sharing and
being thoughtful of others, playground rules for kindergarten, and what ve-
things would happen in kindergarten. P,

c

The major problea of the Dryden center was transportation. Nothing
was provided in the Midget for this purpose, though the children had to be
brought from all over the school e'istrict. Most of the transportation was
furnished by volunteers, but during the last four weeks of the program the
head teacher drove a carload of children to and from the center each day,

Newfield

The Newfield Central School District is about half the size of Dryden,
and even more rural. All public school facilities are located in the
village of Newfield, which has a population of about 500. Two large, well-
lighted kindergarten rooms were made available for the 28 white children
enrolled in the Head Start program. These children came from homes that
were not, on the average, nearly so poor as those of the Dryden children.
Twenty of the Newfield children had fathers living in their homes; of
these fathers only one fifth were laborers. The majority were craftsmen,
operatives, farmers, or white cellar workers. Two thirds of the mothers
had graduated from high school. Median family income was $5000 per year,
while median family size was six members.

One of the Newfield head teachers had taught primary grades for 8
years and kindergarten for 16 years; the other had two years of,kinder-
garten experience and two years with a first grade class of slov learners.
There were also three paid assistant teachers and one volunteer. Two of
the paid assistants were college girls who were available for the summer;
one had completed a year of college, and one had completed a semester
(devoted mainly to nursery school training) . The third paid assistant had
graduated from high school the previous month. The volunteer was a 14 year
old girl who had just completed junior high school. She took a more limited
role than the other assistants, spending the majority of her time with
tidying and cleaning jobs in the playroom.

The Newfield center was in operation for 33 days. All but two children
were brought to and from the center by a school bus. The daily program ran
from 9 to 12 and did not include lunch. The basic daily schedule was as
followsg

9:00 - 10800 Free play indoors (Available equipment included wagons,
trucks, large blocks, unit blocks, sawdust. box, puzzles,
manipulative toys, books, crayons and paper, easel paints,
and housekeeping materials. On special days finger paints
and play dough were available.)

10 :00 - 10 815 Snack.
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10:15 - 10:55 Group activity (moat common activities were singing,
finger plays, games, and stories.)

10:55 - 11:25 Outdoor play,

11:25 - 11:45 Rest

11:45 - 12:00 Quiet group activity -- most commonly a story, or
listening to records°

One of the distinctive features of the Newfield program was the weekly
field trip. Both classes traveled together by bus, and the trips lasted
between one and two hours. Mothers were invited to accompany the children
on these excursions, so that there would be one adult for each two or

three children. Trips were taken to a farm, an airport, a bakery, a fire
station, a chicken hatchery, and a city park. The teachers reinforced
these experiences by arranging special trip-related activities afterward
(such as building an airport out of blocks) and by discussing what the
children had seen and done.

Another distinctive feature of the lewfield program was the extreme
Tiii9t maintained in one of the two classivoms. The head teacher of this
class felt that one of the most important\goals of the program was for the
children to learn kindergarten rules and :Foutines. She conversed
frequentl with the childrep.. but always_;41 ajoy,vskice and_sometimga
alual in a whisper. Both the head teacher and the assistant teachers
emphasized quiet an orderly behavior and were very successful in gettin3
the children to conform.

Ithaca

Though Ithaca is not in any sense a melitropolis, its year-round popu-
lation of 20,000 makes it the largest city 'lin Tompkins County. Nearly all
of Tompkins County3s Negroes live in Ithaca, p and the majority are in the
two elementary school districts from which Ithacals Head Start Program drew
its children. For twenty or thirty years the Ithaca City School District
has operated in this area an all-day nursery school for children of working
mothers. It is located in the Henry St. John elementary school, and is
usually referred to as the Henry St. John nursery school. The director of
this nursery school was the main person responsible for planning the Ithaca
Head Start Program.

Thirty-four children were enrolled in this program, 24 white and 10
Negro. These children were from roughly the same socioeconomic level as
the Dryden Head Start Children, Twenty-one had fathers living in their
homes, and of these fathers approximately forty percent were laborers.
Forty-two percent of the mothers had completed high school. Median family
income was $3600 per year; median family size was six, members.

The Ithaca teaching staff was somewhat larger than the Newfield staff
and also more diverse in background. One head teacher came to her work
with six years of kindergarten experience; the other had 5-1/2 years ex-
perience teaching in a college nursery school and .2-l/2 years experience
in a day care center. The assistant teacher with the greatest responsibility



in the Ithaca program was a 20 year old girl who had completed two years
of training in elementary education at one of the state colleges. Two
assistant teachers were 17 year old hiTzh school girls paid through the
Neighborhood Youth Corps. The fourth paid assistant teacher was a 38
year old mother of five children, the youngest of whom was enrolled in
the program. In addition to the paid assistants there were two middle
class volunteers, each of whom worked eight hours a week. Both of these
women were college graduates with some training in education, and both
had been auditors in the six day staff training program at Cornell.

Space for the Ithaca program was provided in two medium-size-.1 base-
ment rooms adjacent to the Henry St. John nursery school (which is a
year-round operation). Some of the equipment was borrowed from this
nursery school, while some was purchased new for the Head Start program.
The windows were few and high, but fluorescent lighting fixtures provided
adequate illumination. There was no sound proofing material in the walls
or ceilings of the playrooms, and it seemed to the observers that the
sound level rose out of proportion to the amount of activity going on.

The Ithaca program ran for 38 days, seven hours a day. Twelve
children rode a bus to school, while the others were brought by a parent
or older sibling. The typical daily schedule was as follows:

9800 - 9830 Free play indoors ({Available equipment included wagons,
trucks, large blocks, unit blocks, puzzles, manipulative
toys, books, crayons and paper, scissors, paste, play
dough, and housekeeping materials.)

9830 - 9840 Juice (This was served very informally, Children went to
a table to get their juice, and then returned to their
activities.)

9840 - /0800 Free play indoors.

10800 - 10830 Group activity ((oat common activities were stories and
finger plays.)

10:30 - 11800 Outdoor play.

11800 - 11830 Washing up and rest.

11830 - 12830 Lunch

12830 - 2830 Nap (This was taken very seriously. Shades were drawn,
shoes removed, and the children were expected to sleep.
Beginning at 1830 children who woke up were allowed to
go outside to play. This was done quietly, so as not to
disturb the children who were still sleeping.)

2:30 - 3:30 Outdoor play.

3830 - 3845 Toileting and washing up.

3 :45 - 4800 Snack (This consisted of milk, cookies, and sandwiches.)
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The Ithaca program was a little more like that of a nursery school
and a little less like that of a kindergarten than was the case in the
other two Head Start centers. One of the two head teachers ((whose pre-
vious experience had been with kindergarten children) stated explicitly
that her goals for the Head Start children were primarily ones of social
development rather than cognitive development. Unfortunately she had a
group of 18 children of whom two were acute behavior problems. A large
part of her time and energy went into coping with recurrent social
crises -- quarrels over materials, acts of aggression, and the constant
demands of several of the children for her attention.

The goals of the other Ithaca head teacher were more like those of
the head teacher of the Dryden CDC; however her group did not show the
gradual progression toward structured group activities that was charac-
teristic of the Dryden program. Throughout most of the day the children's
activities were unstructured in the sense that they could play with
available equipment and materials in whatever way the wished. The head
teacher felt that it was important to work around what the children were
interested in and to follow their lead. For example, when the children
spontaneously brough chairs to the story circle one day this was adopted
henceforth as the routine procedure, though formerly they had set on the

floor.

ty Special attempts were made in the Ithaca program to improve each
child's image of himself and to raise his self-esteem. Snapshots of the
children were put on the walls around the room, and the children's artistic
productions were displayed in the roam. Also pictures were drawn of each
child by having him lie down on a large piece of wrapping paper while the
teacher drew around him. The child then drew in the face and colored the

clothing.

A distinctive feature of the Ithaca program was the number of meetings
with parents. Three oi these were held; the first of these was attended
by 20 mothers, the second by 15, and the third by 10. City contrast in

Newfield there was only one parents' meeting, attended by ten mothers; and
in Dryden there were none.) Many of the special problems of the Ithaca

program stemmed from over-enrollment. The program director had enrolled
34 children in the expectation that a considerable number would drop out;
however to everyone's surprise dailing attendance averaged 32 children
from the first week of the program to the last.

Results of the Programs

At the present writing we have analyzed data pertaining to morale of
teachers, attendance of children, social development of children and cog-
nitive development of children. gm morale of the teachers. Impressed us
as truly remarkable. On the evaluation questionnaire administered at the
end of the program they were askeds Now much did you enjoy your duties
with Operation Headstart? All sixteen head teachers and assistant teachers
answered "A great deal." A similar proportion answered "A great deal" to
the next questions Would you look forward to participating in Operation
Headstart next year?



Attendance at all three programs remained approximately constant

from the first week to the last. In each program one or two children did

not get started until the second week, and one or two dropped out or moved

away during the program.

Table 1

Average Daily Attendance of Children

in Head Start Programs

Ithaca 1,4wfield Raga

First week 32 25.5 12

Last week 320 5 25 12

Attendance was poorest in the Dryden program. Most of the absences were

due to illness, such as chicken pox, kidney infection, and strap sore

throat.

Our data on social development of children come from the evaluation

questionnaire filled out by the sixteen teachers and assistant teachers

at the end of the program. Table 2 summarizes these data.

Table 2

Summary of Answers to Question 19: I feel that, in general,

children attending the Operation Beadstart Program were

changed in the following wayss

Much do Number of

Better Better Sham Worse g_ es

1. Getting along with
other children.

2. Self-confidence.

3. Speaking ability.

8 Can do things on his own.

4. Everyday manners.

7. Interested in new things.

6. Doing what he's told.

5- Finishing what he starts.

69%

56%

56%

56%

50%

38%

31%

19%

31%

44%

44%

44%

38%

62%

56%

69%

12%

6%

12%

6%

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

16

Thggeneral Picture here is one df,great #Preveme4t4n_PociaLbehavior.
Since the ratings are rather iubjective, and there were only a few raters in

any one program, it seems to me unwise to attempt any comparisons between one

program and another on the basis of these data.
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Our measure of cognitive development was change in scores on the
Caldwell Preschool Inventory which was administered during the second
sddriiVinth'iiidk (SU/the-ft-4am to all available children. Part of this

inventory consists of the Goodenough Draw-a-ban and Draw-a-Woman test.
We found no changes on this test in any of our three groups. Table 3

presents second week and seventh week scores on the Preschool Inventory,

minus the Draw-a-Person items. Average score on the two Draw-a-Person

items together was 3.8 on the first test and 3.8 on the second test. An
attcmpt was made to test every child in every center twice with the Pre-
school Inventory; this proved impossible in a number of cases because of

repeated or prolonged absences. Table 3 is based entirely on children

who took the test both times, For convenience of administration the test

was divided into two halves which were given on successive days. Constance
Smith always administered the first half, and James Schuh always administered

the second half.

Table 3

Mean Scores on Caldwell Preschool Inventory
Excluding Drava- Person Items

Ithaca NeWfield Dryden

Second week
Seventh week

Miss As
Class

200
211

Mts. Ws
Class

Mrs. es
Class

Hrs. D's
Class

192
209

196
208

193
206

201
212

Mean gain

:Number of cases

11

17

12

15

16

11

11

14

17

11

Although there was ETeat variability in scores from child to child
within each group, there is a remarkable similarity in mean gainr from
group to group. Miss A in Ithaca was the head teacher whose class was

so troubled by disciplinary problems. Mrs, C in Newfield was the head
teacher who managed to maintain such a quiet -- even subdued -- atmos-
phere in her group,

Because of the large differences in size of staff in the three Head
Start centers and the very considerable differences among the teachers in
objectives and methods we had expected to find some substantial differences

in results. Some may become apparent when our follow-up study is completed;
however at present it seems that there were few if any significant differ-
ences in effectiveness among the three TompkinsConntyRead,Staxtprogrank.

ettgAitt, eta
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Harding, Soh), Dr , "A Comparative Study of Various Project Head Start
Programs," Cornell University, New York State College of Home

Economics, June 1966.

The Harding study rs in three parts description and analysis cr
three summer 1965 Head Start programs in Tompkins County, New York;
deacript ion and analysis of a year round nursery school program
for three and four Lear old culturally deprived children; and a
follow-up study of children and rcothers(involved in the summer programs)
during their kindergarten year.

A. A Description and Analysis of the Tompkins County Head Start Programs
is contained in the October 30, 1966 Progress Report. The results
of the analysis of the three summe-e 1965 Head. Start programs for
74 five-year old Head Star;:t children indicated the following:
1. Morale was reported as high for the 16 Head teachers and assistants
2. Attendance was constant in all three groups
3. Teachers felt that there was a great improvement in the social

behavior of the children
4. There were no changes in the pre and post test scores on the

Coodenough-Draw-A-Man and Draw -A- -Woman tests for 68 Head Start

children was 3.8 on both tests.
5. Similarity in mean gains of 68 Head Start children in five Head

Start classes in three programs (mean gains of 11-17 points).
6. Thew.e were really few if any significant differences in the

effectiveness of the programs among the three Head Start programs.

B. Part I: An Experimental Nursery School Program for Thrmand Four
Year. Old Culturally Deprived Children (p.2--

The nursery school selected for an experimental program for three
and four year old culturally deprived children in the fall of 1965
normally serves as a daycare center for children of working mothers
from the entire Ithaca, New York area. it onerates year-round, five
days a week for ten hours a day. Most of the families are in the
middle class and pay tuition fees according to their income. Twenty-
five three year olds, and forty four year olds are enrolled full-time.

Culturally disadvantaged children were selected Very carefully for the
experimental program which began in September 1965 sponsored by the
Ithaca School District and project continuing under 0E0 funds, Sessions
were planned to provide them with increased learning opportunities

and individual attention. Their classes ran for one-half day for
five .days a week. enenty culturally deprived children were enrolled
in the fall; and there were twenty-four students by the spring of
1966.

8 three year old juniors anti 3 four year old seniors (10 white, and 6
Negro students) were tested in the fall of 1965 and seven months
later, on the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale and the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test. It was found that the mean family size
was five; and a high proportion of the children came from father-
absent homes.

In October all 20 children were tested. on the Stanford-Binet and
showed a mean IQ of 91; and Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test showing

a mean of 74.
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The mean IQs for the 8 selected juniors and 8 selected seniors
were as follows: (Table 4, p.6)

Juniors (3 yr.olds) Seniors 0 yr.olds)
S-B . PPVT S-B PPVT

Oct.1965 93 78 94 72
April 1966 104 , 93 104 93

Mean Gain 10.7 15.0 9.1 21.5

Results:
Tests of significance on the mean gain for the S-B, t=3.58 was
significant at the .01 level, and on the PPVT, t=6.73 was significant
at the .001 level (p.6).

C. Part II. Follow-up Study of Children and Mothers in the Three Summer
Head Start Programs and Comparison with Control Group Children and
Mothers from the Same School Districts

The follow-up study is a continuation of data analysis of three
summer 1965 Head Start programs in Tompkins County, New York (Ithaca;
Newfield; and Dryden) to determine the effects on the Head Start
children and mothers during their kindergarten year. Approximately
74 five year old children from the three Head Start programs were
enrolled in kindergarten classes in the fall of 1965; 69 of these
children were tested during the school year;. and home interviews
were conducted with 68 of their mothers in February and March 1966.
Approximately 67 poor children were selected from the same
kindergarten classes as the Head Start children to constitute a
control group; they were tested dui-ing the school year, and home
interviews were conducted with 57 of their mothers in May and early
June 1966.

This section of the report is divided into six parts:.
1. Ratings of Personality and Social Behavior Made by children's

teachers at t1 beginning and the end of the Head Start summer
prog &am.

2. Evaluation of Head Start program by mothers of Head Start children.
3. Selection of 67 culturally deprived children to serve as controls

for Head Start children.
4. Interviews with Control group mothers.
5 Gains made by Head Start from summer to fall on PPVT.
6. Comparison of Head Start and controls on PPVT, Stanford-Binet,

and the Metropolitan Readiness Test (MIT).

Ratings of Personality and Social Behavior Made by Head Start Teachers
during summer oE 1965 (pp. 7-13)

74 Head Start children were rated by the five Head Start teachers on
the Behavior Inventory during the second and seventh week of the Head
Start program during the summer of 1965. See Table 5,. p.S for frequency
distribution of item-responses, means (plus change) for both adminis-
trations.

According to the teachers, the greatest change in the Head. Start
children occurred in better relations with adults; although they
felt less change had occurred in peer relations. The results are

kr
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in contrast to the 0E0 questionnaire filled out by the paid and
voluntary workers at the end of the summer program. However,
(p.13) the .."overall picture on the Behavior Inventory is one of
slight to moderate improvement in each one of the behavior areas."

Mother's Evaluations of Head Start Program (pp.14-18)

68 mothers of the Head Start population were located and interviewed
in February and March of the children's kindergarten year. See
Table 6 for ratings of program activities; and Table 7 for perceived
changes in their. children. There were 29 mothers from Ithaca,
26 from Newfield, and 13 from Dryden. There were no significant
differences in mothers' respppses from one school to the next. All

nz)
were enthusiastic about thqprogram. The highest ratings were given
to activities using creative materials, verbal interaction with
teachers (intellectual and cultural enrichment activities). The
medical, dental and nutritional aspects of thee program were weighted
with almpst equal enthusiasm. The mothers felt that the greatest
change in their children came in the area of "interested in new
things." See pp.16-17 for discussion of parent participation by
program.

Selection of 67 culturally deprived children to serve as controls
for Triad Start children.(pp. 18-19).

The controls were"roughly matched" with the Head Start population
heel% asking kindergarten teachers and pricipals to pick Woldren
from same socio-economic level as 'Head Start. children butrhad not
been asked to participate. The child was eliminated from being
a control if parents had been asked to enroll children in Head
Start but had refused; and if they were kindergarten repeaters.
Since there were some differences among tLe control populations
by school, the results were kept separate for the three schools.
For example, the Head Start population from Newfield was from a
higher socioeconomic level than those from the other two programs.
There were 27 controls from Ithaca (21 white; and 6 Negro..-same distribution as
14 from. Newfield;. and 26 from Dryden (neither with Negro population). (Hs sample

Interviews with Control Group Mothers (pp.19-21)

57 control group mothers were interviewed in late May and early
June of 1966 to determine their reactions to kindergarten program;
their knowledge and opinion of the program, perceived changes in
child as a result of kindergarten, child's activities at home,
and general. questions about family income, education etc. In
comparison to Head Start families, all three sets of control families
are superior in gross family income (although income data on the
controls is a year later than that of Head start). On mother and
father's education, the controls and Head Start groups seem somewhat
comparable although there are so& differences (See tables 8, & 9,
p.20 and discussion on p.21).

4 \
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Gains on Tests of Language and Intellectual Abilities (p.21-26)

The Head Start children were tested during the second and seventh
week of the summer 1965 Head Start program on the Preschool Inventory;
and third and fourth week on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test,
Form B (See: October Progress Report 1965).

A comparison of the total mean IQS of 67 Head Start children when
tested both in July 1965 and the Winter 1965-1966 of their kindergarten
year on the the Peabody Picture Vocabulary test, Form B shows a
mean gain of 9.2 points from a mean IQ of 84.2 in July to a mean
IQ of 93.4 in the winter (See Table 10, p.23 also for breakdown
by classes). The overall .increase yields a t of 3.98 significant
at the .001 level (p.23). The author points out that given the
first testing during the middle of the Head Start program, the
gain may be attributable to the kiaJergarten experience. Of the
'Head Start children tested, 28 were from Ithaca; 26 from Newfield;
and 13 from Dryden. The Newfield children do show a greater
average gain than the Ithhca classes, with Dryden showing unique
results 'which are possibly traced back to the Head Start teacher
as her same class made the greatest gains on the Preschool Inventory
during the summer. In addition, the Newfield kindergarten program
was a iull day one while the other programs were half-day. Either
of these factors may account for the differences in; gains.

The second wave of testing began the end of October and was finished
in February of the kindergarten year., Both the Head Start and control
groups were tested on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Form A,
and Stanford-Binet, Form L-ii. Analysis of the test results indicated
no systematic differences between the '-lead Start and control groups
on either test (p.22) It is to be noted, however, that testing
schedules were not the same for each school: end of October to mid-
December 1965 in Ithaca; early December to January 1966 in Newfield;
and January-February 1966 in Dryden (p.22).

Results of the Winte 1965-66 Mean IQs for Head Start and Controls
on S-B and PPVT shows the following: (Table 11, p.24)

Ithaca
Head Start

95
93

-129)

Conclusions:
1. there is no difference in average level of ability between Head Start

and controls when tested half way through their kindergarten year.
2. Table shows that similar gains have been made by controls.
3. However, confidence in "these conclusions depends primarily on

the adequacy of matching of the Head Start and control groups in
each school district"(p.24)
a. adequate matching was indicated in Ithaca and both groups

indicated same level of ability.
b. In Newfield controls appeared to be from a somewhat higher

socioeconomic level and testing indicates a somewhat higher
level of ability.

Newfield Dryden
Controls Head Start Controls Head Start Controls

98 99 104 96 93

92 94 98 91 85
(27) (27) (14) ( ) (25)
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c. In Dryden test pi:%rformance indicates results are opposite

in direction to the difference in socio-economic status which

points to the Dryden Read Start program as probably being the

most successful one in producing lasting influence.

4. On analysis of covariance (Yates' method of Weighted Squares

of Means) with mother's education as the independent quantitative

variable no significant differences in group means were found

on either the Stanford-Binet IQ or PPVT IQ tests (p.25).

a. providing estimates of within-groups correlation for mother's

education and child's IQ separately for Head Start and controls

showed the following for the S-B: .50 with mother's education

for HS group; and -.12 for the control group.

b. Using total correlations (all US and control groups) they found

an r of .50 between the S-B and mother's education for the

Head Start group and r of -.07 for controls with difference

significant at .03 level (p.25).

c. Correlations between the PPVT IQ and mother's education were

more reasonable with .38 for BS group and .05 for controls.

Final testing was conducted in April and early May 1966 of the

kindergarten year enthe Metropolitan Readiness Test, Form A,

showing the following asan raw scores (Table 12, p.25) :

Ithaca.

Head Start Controls

Newfield Dryden

Head Start Controls Head Start Controls

MRT

39 41 51 51 41 41

N (29) (23) (25) (12) (13) (21)

The main contrast to previous results is that the group mean differences

between Head Start and controls "are entirely eliminated while difference

between school districts are increasddu(significant at the .01 level).p.25

There weee low correlations between Readiness test scores and mother's

education.

Conclusions: (p.26)
1. Clearest efeects of Head Start are found in child's enjoyment of

and parents' satisfactions with the programs making a start

toward good parent-school relationships.

2. It is difficult to estimate Head Start's lasting effects on

child's social and intellectual development

a. Read Start children have improved and improvement lasted throughout

most of their kindergarten year.
b. However, control group showed similar kinds of improvement

c. Author concludes that it is the combined effects of the Head

Start and kindergarten programs that were extremely impressive.
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This report is a continuation of my progress report of 30 October

1965 dealing with the same subject. The October report contained a

description of three different Head Start programs carried on in Tomp-

kins County, N.Y. during the summer of 1965 and an analysis of most

of the data on individual children collected during the summer. This

information is presupposed in the following report.

The present report is divided into two completely independent

parts, dealing with two unrelated sets of children. Part I is a de.

scription and analysis of a year - round nursery school program for 3

and 4 year old children from poor families in Ithaca, N.Y. This pro -

gram began in September, 1965 under the sponsorship of the Ithaca City
School District and is still continuing with funds provided by the

Office of Economic Opportunity.

Part II of the present report continues the analysis of data col-

lected in the summer of 1965 on 74 five year old children enrolled in

the three Tompkins County Head Start programs. Most of these children

were enrolled in kindergarten in the county in September, 1965 and were

tested on three different occasions during the 1965.66 school year.

Their mothers (or mother surrogates) were interviewed at home during

February and March 1966.

Part II also includes a description of 67 poor children selected

as controls from the same kindergarten class rooms as the Head Start

children. These children were tested throughout the school year at

the same times as the Head Start children, and their mothers for mother

surrogates) were interviewed at home during late May and early June,1966.
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PART I

An Experimental Nursery School Program for Three and Four Year
Old Culturally Deprived Children

In September, 1965 an experimental nursery school program was
initiated in Ithaca, New York through the cooperation of the Depart.
cent of Child Development and Family Relationships at Cornell Univer-
sity and Henry St. John's Nursery School. The plan called for 20
children from poor families who were receiving assistance from the
Tompkins County Department of Public Welfare, to be enrolled in the
regular nursery school program at Henry St. John's and, in addition
to this full day, 5.day.a-week experience, to receive increased learning
opportunities and individual attention in a supplementary activity
schedule arranged exclusively for them during the morning. At a later
date the size of the group was officially raised to the number of 24,
but not all of these children actually participated in the "special"
activities.

The -Genval NuesemE.Schoolin

The nursery school is located in the basement of the Henry St.
John's Elementary School in Ithaca (mentioned earlier in this study s
October Progress Reports in relation to the summer Head Start program)
and serves as a day care center for the children of working mothers
from the entire Ithaca area. It operates year.round, 5 days a meek,
10 hours a day observing the same holidays and vacations as the public
schools except for the summer vacation. Most of the children come
from middle class families, and their parents pay tuition fees on a
sliding scale based on famUy income

The staff for the nursery school program at Henry St. John's
consists of three teachers for each of the two groups of children plus
the school's director. The backgrounds of the teachers include work
with mentally retarded children, with children in welfare centers
(both volunteer and paid) and with kindergarten and nursery children
in many places. The schools director has been head of Henry St.
John's since 1948 and directed its Head Start program in the summer
of 1965. In addition to the regular staff, a lecturer from Cornell's
Child Development and Family Relationships Department was in charge of
the experimental sessions and for the undergraduates from Cornell who
assisted her. The total number of children in the 3 year old (junior)
group is approximately 25, and the 4 year old (Senior) group ap.
proximately 40.

Tice physical set-up of the nursery school includes a coat roan
with individual open lookers (labeled by the child's name and a mini.
ature picture of some animal), and an enormous play room divided so
that half the area is available for each of the two groups of children
Situated throughout the two areas are numerous pieces of play equip.
sent, ranging from large ones such as a slide, rocking horse, seesawe
vAgnns, etc. to small ones such as table toys, puzzles, paint, clay,
cryons, etc. (Items are not necessarily equally available to both
zroups.) There is a common bathroom adjacent to the play room (which
also utilizes name and animal stickers to identify each child's wash
cloth from all those hung on hooks lined along the walls). A medium.
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larne room down the hall from the play room is set up with small cots

(each with the child's name taped on it) and serves as the nap area for

the Juniors (the Seniors take their naps on cots which are set up, at

the appropriate time each day, in a portion of the big play room).

Another room off the hallway is used for the special activity (experi-

mental) sessions and for a brief "retreat" for the Juniors, mhile their
tables in the play room are being prepared for lunch. Finally there is

an outdoor play area, immediately adjacent to the building, which is

surrounded by high wire fencing and covered with an asphalt top. Facil-

ities there consist of 2 sandboxes, 2 slides, 3 swings, a jungle gym,

wheeled toys, saw horses, large hollow blocks, and balls, as well as

smaller implements for and play and 2 trees, which provide some oppor»
tunity for shade from the sun.

The school opens its doors each day at 8:00 A.M., generally to

already waiting children and accompanying adults. Each child has his

throat checked by the head teacher before the adult leaves, The children

then begin the day with a free-play period, with no restrictions as to

the area of the play room to be used. Their play at this time typically

consists of gross motor activities, such as running, jumping, swinging

on the cliMbing ladder, pushing or pulling each other in various types

of wagons, sliding down the slide, etc. At about 8:30 the children

are separated into their respective age groups, a process aided by the

mere mention of the forthcoming morning juice time. Juice is served to

the children seated at small tables on their respective sides in the

play room. (The Seniors go first on all routines, thereby making the

time schedule for the Juniors about 5 to 10 minutes later.) After juice,

the children are taken, in small groups, to the toilets; then the Seniors

either return to free play inside or, in good weather, are led outside

to play. The Juniors return to free play inside in any case, except
for the "experimental" members, who go for their special session at

this time. About an hour later, the Seniors exchange places with the

Juniors, if they have been outside; otherwise, indoor play for all

continues. Activity on the playground generally is free and vigorous,
utilising all the facilities and space available. Soon after 10:00

the Senior teachers prepare to gather their children into small groups

for story time. The Senior experimental group now goes for their special

session and the Junior members rejoin the other Juniors. At approximately

10:30, the Seniors begin toilting; 20.30 minutes later, the members of the

Junior group, now inside, are taken to the experimental room to await

their toileting and wash.up before lunch. Their teachers read to them
during this period, while permitting a few at a time to proceed to the

bathroom and prepare under supervision for lunch. The Seniors, mean -.

while, are in the play room, preparing to lie down on their cots (just

put up) to await the call to lunch; the Juniors eventually move to

their nap room and do the same thing.

Lunch is served in the big play room between 11:30 and 11:45. It

is a hot meal; ea ny child gets one full serving and is then free to

return for seconds of any or all of the meal, with the understanding
that he gets no dessert if he doesn't eat everything on his plate.

After lunch, the children begin toileting again and then go to their

cots for an afternoon nap. This is a major part of the day's program,

since it lasts until about 2:30. After their naps, the children are

served a snack and then free play is resumed, sometimes inside, some..

times outside, Indoor play in the afternoon is directed to small group

table.top activities, such as drawing, working jig -sate puzzles, dressing

dolls, building with small blocks, beads, etc., and looking at books .

however some children still prefer to remain up and about. The afternoon
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is completed in this way, until all the children have been picked up
by someone to be taken home. Most of the children leave before 5, but
a few remain as late as 5:30 P.M.

In general the children adapt very quickly to, and thereafter seem
to thrive on, the fairly strict routines imposed by the teachers. It

would seem that this system of "controlled freedom," as the director calls
is to the liking of the children. Also the relaxed atmosphere which

prevails seems to promote the children's adjustment to the new social
pressures they face.

The SoecialEnrichalaUmma

The children comprising the total experimental group were carefully
selected and screened by the case worker at Public Welfare in terms of
their needs, their potentialities, their physical ability to take on a
nursery school program, and the desire and willingness of the parents
to have the child participate in the program. The experimental sessions
were designed to provide them with increased learning opportunities and
individual attention. This program operated on a half -day schedule,
5 days a week, under the supervision of a Cornell faculty member respon.
Bible both to the Director of the Cornell Nursery School and to the
Director of Henry St. John's Nursery School. She was assisted by a
group of Cornell undergraduate girls, who alternated their work days
so that there were 5 or 6 of them present on each day.

raking the two groups of children separately, the staff of this
experimental program offered the children varied activities over the
days, planned to emphasize the development of the children's cognitive,
verbal and social skills and facilitated by a high teacher -pupil ratio.
Teach session lasted about 45 minutes and was held in the morning. Some
of the featured activities were counting and number concept games (e.g.,
block building, stringing beads); object identification games (from
books, pictures, etc.); creative play (e.g., painting, collage work,
drawing, play dough); activities which promoted the development of
one's self-concept (e.g., tracing one's body and filling in the features,
individual and group photographs); considerable practice with imple..
meats (e.g., pencils, scissors, pasta) and much attention to books and
stories. The staff emphasized in particular verbal communication ..
callinz the child by his first name, talking about his present activity
in deseriptive terms, and asking questions to elicit speech from the
child. The sessions were quite free and permissive, however, and a
child as permitted to proceed at his own pace and, within reason,
accordeng to his own inclinations. This permissiveness did not generally
presenje a problem because the children were usually interested in the
activities set up for them; in exceptional cases, concentrated indivi.
dual attention by one of the staff served to orient the child to at
least eeme constructive activity, even if it was not the group activity
planned for that day. The children were continually praised and encour-
aged if;. their activities by the staff, who circulated among the children,
getting down on the floor with them, offering help as needed, and ini.
tiating verbal interaction as often as possible. In this they differed
from the regular Nursery School staff, wive except during story time,
remain on their feet and tend to interact with the children only when
the children seek them or when control is called for.

It is very difficult to decide exactly what group of children
should es considered as "subjects" in this study, since there was so
much cauing and going. Children were brought into the program gradually
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in Septeaber, a fiya each week, until nine Juniors and nine Seniors were

enrolled. Then enrollment remained steady for several weeks while addi.
tional funds were sought for the program. A small number of children
dropped out of the program at various times during the year when their
families moved. Their places were taken by other children referred by
the Department of Public Welfare, and additional places were made avail.

able when the program secured firm financial support from the Office of

Economic Opportunity. By the spring of 1966 24 poor children were
officially enrolled in the experimental program. Of these Children
Juniors and 13 Seniors were participating in the morning program of

special enrichment arranged by the Cornell supervisor.

W shall present detailed findings on the 8 Juniors and 8 Seniors
whom we were able to test both in the fall of 1965 and in the spring
of 1966 seven months later. Ten of these children were white, and nix

Negro. The mothers of twelve of the children were either divorced or
separated from their husbands; two had never been married; and one child
was in a foster home. Family size ranged from three to thirteen members.
with a mean of five. A majority of the mothers were employed full time

outside their homes. We do not have as much information on these
families as we do on the families in the Head Start summer program.
Our impression is that the average level of mother's education is
roughly the same for the 1965..66 experimental preschool group as for
the 1965 Ithaca Head Start children, but that the "ehonomic level of

the nresohcoi families is somewhat below that of the Head Start gam/.
lies as a result of the very high proportion of father-.absent homes.

Results of the Proeram

All in all there were 25 children who participated in the expt ri.
mental nursery school program at some time throughout the year. Flute

tuations in attendance were due mainly to individual children's ill.
nesses, but also to dropeauts and replacements. Even among the test
sample (of 16 children) the attendance record ranged widely from a
minimum of 80 out of 165 possible days present to a maximum of 158.
The mean was 135, and on an average day 13 of these children were present.,

The children were eiven two tests .. the Stanford.Binet an the
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (Form A in October, Form B in April),,

These tests were administered on two occasions, in October '65 and
again in April 266 by the same person, The psychometrician was a
graduate student at Cornell, trained in the administration of individual
intelligence tests. In preparation for the testing, he spent several
days observing in the nursery school and establishing himself as a
familiar person to the children. No child was tested until he had 'been
attending the school for at least 2 weeks and seemed to be well adjusted
to the school routine. Testing was done during the morning to mdnimize
fatigue on the part of the children. A special room was provided for
the testing by the school administration, and the nursery school teachers
helped in making it easy for the graduate student to secure the cooper.
ation of the child.

In the actual testing session the Peabody PVT was used as a warm-up
procedure, followed by the StanfordeBinets We shall report both Binet

results and Peabody results in terms of IQ's for the sake of comparae
bility, although we are fully aware of the limitations of the Peabody

PVT as an estimate of intelligence for children of this age and of this
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aocial background. Pea °h^ the most important advantage of the I as

a measure fol. research purposes is that it provides an automatic ad.

justment for the effect of increasing age from fall to spring.

In October the Stanford.Binet IQ scores for all twenty of the
children taking the tests at that time ranged fro;74 to 116 with a

mean of 91. The Peabody IQ's for the same children, tested at the same
time, ranged from 55 to 104 with a mean of 74. Table 4 shows the

results for the 16 children (8 Juniors and 8 Seniors) who, of the

total number participating in the experimental program were present

for both test sessions.

Mean IQ's on Stanford.Binet and Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test of 16 Children Taking Both

Tests in Fall and Spring

Juniors Seniors
S.B PPVT S..B PPVT

Fall 93 78 94 72

Spring 104 93 104 93

It is evident from Table 4 that there were substantial gains on
both tests for both groups. The mean gain on the Stanford.Binet for
the Juniors was 10.7 while for the Seniors, gain on the same test .las

9.1. On the Peabody PVT, gains in estimated IQ's were even great:.,

i.e., 15.0 for the Juniors and for the Seniors, 21.5.

Tests of significance were made separately for gain on the Stanford.

Binet and for gain on the Peabody PVT by pooling the scores of the

Junior and Senior children. On the Stanford.-Binet, t=3.58, significant

at the .01 level and on the Peabody t=6.73, significant at the .001 level.

These gains in intellectual ability are very substantial. In the

case of the Stanford-Binet the overall gain is comparable to that

reported by the most successful preschool programs for culturally

deprived children during their first year in the program. In the case

of the Peabody, we e not aware of any previous program that has re-

ported such large gains over such a brief period of time In spite of

this spectacular gain in vocabulary, it is worth noting that the Peabody.

IQ was still 11 points behind the Binet IQ on the average at the time

of the spring testing. This parallels the findings of many other studies

of culturally deprived children, including the findings of our study of

graduates of the 1965 Head Start program to be presented in Part II of

this report.
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PART II

Follow-up Study of Children and Mothers in the Three Summer Head
Start Programs and Comparison with Control Group Children

and Mothers from the Same School Districts

The purpose of this part of our report is to attempt a rough
evaluation of the three 1965 Tompkins County Head Start programs in
terms of their effects on the mothers and children enrolled in the
programs. The report is very limited in scope. We made no attempt
to study the results of the medical and dental examinations received
by the Head Start children, and only a very casual attempt to study
changes in attitudes and practices of their mothers following the
program. On the, other hand we made a major effort to determine the
effects of the pi-ogram on cognitive and language abilities, and we
made a considerable effort to investigate changes in personality and
social development resulting from the program.

This part of the report (Part II) is divided into five sections:
(1) ratings of personality and social behavior made by the children's
teachers at the beginning and end of the summer program; (2) selection

of 67 culturally deprived children to serve as controls for the 7k

Head Start children; (3) evaluation of the Head Start program by
mothers of the Head Start children; (4) gains mrie by the Head Start
children from summer to fall on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test;
and (5) comparison of Head Start and control children on the Peabody
PVT, the Stanford-Binet, and the Metropolitan Readiness Test.

Eatings.211Eprsonality mod. Social Behavior b Head Start Teachers

Twice' during the summer, in the second and the seventh weeks of
the program, each of the five head teachers was asked to fill out a
behavior inventory questionnaire for each of the children in her class.
This rating schedule was constructed by consultants to the National
Head Start Program and was used in all Head Start Child Development
Centers during the simmer of 1965. Raters were given the following

instructions: "Please describe as accurately as possible how this
child behaves by circling one of the four responses to each question,!.
+4 (Very Mhch Like), + (Somewhat Like), . (Very little Like), .- (Not
At Al_ Like). Please give a response to every item and base your
response upon your personal observation and experience with the child."

Following these instructions there were 50 items, upon which all 7k

Head Start children were rated. (The number of cases for this analysis
is one less than the number given in my progress report of 30 October,
1965. On closer examination of the Dryden data it turned out that one
child had attended so infrequently that the teacher felt unable to
rate his behavior.)

In preparing these data for analysis, the four response catee
gories were each assigned a number (Very Much Like = 3, Somewhat Like

2 Very Little like = 1, Not At All Like = 0). Mean scores for both
administrat ions of each item were calculated, and the difference be-
tween means for each item was found. Since a change for the better
could occur with either an increase or decrease in mean score, each
item was assigned an expected directional#y in terms of our judge-
ment as to the desirable direction of change. Following this the

items were ranked according to te amount of change in the appropriate
(ftae desirable) direction.
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The results o this ranking can be found in Table 5. The first

line for each item shows the number of children for whom the statement
was rated as "Very Much Like," "Somewhat Like," etc. during the second

week of the program. At the end of the line is the mean rating received
by the 74 children on that item during the second week. The figures in

the second line show the comparable data for the ratings made in the
seventh week. Immediately below each pair of means is the difference
between them, indicating the average amount of change on that item
from the second to the seventh week of the program. For example, on

the first item ("Is usually polite to adults: says "please," "thank
you," etc.) there were 14 children rated "Very Much Like," 37 rated as
"Somewhat Like," 10 rated as "Very Little hike," and 13 rated as "Not
At All Like" by their teachers during the second week of the program.
The mean for these scores was 170, according to the above mentioned
weights given each answer. During the seventh week when the children
were again rated, the frequencies were 27, 31, 8, and 6 from "Very Much
Like" to "Not At All Like" and the mean was 2.09, Subtracting the

first mean from the second gives an increase of .39 from the first
rating period to the second. It should be noted that 48 of the 49 items
used in this analysis changed in the direction considered desirable
whine one changed in the opposite direction.. One item was not ranked
in the analysis, because it was felt that the directionality of de.
sirable change could not be clearly established.

In addition to being ranked, the items were placed into a rough
content classification based on the following scheme:

1. Relations with others
la. Relations with Adults (N = 6)
1b. Relations with Peers (N = 8)

2. Intellectual Development
2a. Task Orientation (N = 10)
2b. Expressive Freedom (N = 6)
Personal. Development
3a. SelfeEsteem (N = 3)
313. Self.Reliance (N = 5)

3a Emotion Control and Adjustment (N = 11)

In Table 5, the assigned category can be found following each item.
For example, the first item was thought to represent "relations with
adults" 90 the nerber (1a) follows the statement ef item 1.

Table 5

Rank Ordering of Items in Behavior Inventory, Showing Means Obtained

in Each Administration, and Their Differences

Rank of Item
According to
Amount of De.
sir able Chan Item.

Very Some. Very Not

Much what Little At All
like Like Like Like Mean

1. Is usually polite to adults: says 14 37 10 13 1.70

"please," "thank you,"etc. (1a) 27 33 8 6 2.09
4.39

2. Usually does what adults ask him to.(1a) 18 38 II 6 1.93

33 32 7 2 2.30

+.37
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13 1.53

5 ..88

21 1:5
28 0.8

13 1.53

5 ..88

21 1:5
28 0.8

ccording to Very Some- Very Not

Amount of De. Much what Little At All

sirable Change Item Like Like Like Like Mean

3.5 Seems disinterested in the general val. 8 22 29 15 1.31

ity of his performance. (2a) 5 10 36 24 0.95
..36

3.5 Sticks with a job until it is finished.(2a) 16 33 13 12 1.72

23 37 13 2 2.08
+.36

5.5 Talks eagerly to adults about his own 25 23 15 11 1.84

experiences and what he thinks. (la) 34 24 14 3 2.19

+.35

5.5 Calmly settles difficulties that arise 10 32 19

without appeal to adults or others.(3b) 15 40 14

7. Is reluctant to talk to adults; responds 9 14 29

verbally only when urged. (la) 3 9 3.5

..3?

900 Tr usually carefree; rarely becomes 25 30 10 10 1.93

frightened or apprehensive.(3c) 29 36 9 1 2.24
+.31

9.0 Is eager to inform other children of ex. 17 27 18 12 1,65

per5.ences he has had. (3.b) 27 25 14 8 1.96
+.31

9.0 Responds to frustration or disappointment 10 18 19 26 1.16

by becoming sullen,mithdramn,or sulky.(3c) 2 17 23 32 0.85
..31

11. Appears to trust in his on abilities.(3a) 18 33 12 11 1.78

22 40 9 4 2.07
+.29

12. Does not need attention or approval from a. 17 24 23 10 1.65

dolts to sustain him in his work or pls.-y.(3e* 20 34 17 4 1.93
+.28

13.5 Is rarely able to influence other children 5 28 29 12 1.35

by his activities or interests.(tb) 3 19 34 19 1.08
..27

13.5 Is relpetant to use imagination; tends not 7 18 33 16 1.22

to enjoy "make.believe" games.(2b) 2 11 42 19 0.95
..27

15.5 Is jealous; quick to notice and react neg. 9 10 28 27 1.01

atively to kindness and attention bestowd 2 7 36 30 0.75

upon other children. (3c) ..26

15.5 Demonstrates imaginativeness and creativity 15 39 8 11 179
in his use of toys and play materials.(2b) 23 37 9 5 2.05

+.26

17.5 Works earnestly at his classwork or play; 22 37 8 7 2.00

doesn't take it lightly.(2a) 32 33 7 3 2.25
4.25



Table 5 (eonte)

Rank of Item
According to
Amount of De.

Very Some.- Very Vat

Much what Little At All

Item Like Like Like Like Mean

17.5 Has a tendency to discontinue activities 12 18 34 9 1.45

after exerting a minimum of effort.(2a) 7 13 42 1? 1.20
25

19.5 Is sympathetic, considerate, and thought. 25 32 11 7 2.00

ful toward others., (lb) 30 34 10 1 2.24
+.24

19.5 Asks many questions for information about 17 24 15 17 1.56

things, persons,etc. (Emphasis here should 22 27 13 12 1.80

be on questions prompted by genuine curi. +.24

osity rather than bids for attention.)(2a)

216 Is constricted, inhibited,or timid; needs to 9 19 22 24 :.18

be urged before engaging in activities.(2b) 6 10 33 26 (L95

-.23

21.5 Is generally a happy child.(3c) 26 34 9 3 2..5

34 34 6 0 2.33
1.-,...,3

24.5 Is easily distracted by things going on 20 30 14 11 1.7;

around him.(2a) 13 26 25 10 1.57
..22.

24.5 Defends or praises his own efforts.(3a) 11 23 22 17 1.38

13 31 19 12 1.60
+.22

24.5 Is very suggestible; lets other children 9 15 33 16 1.23

boss him around. (3b) 3 16 35 21 1.01
-.22

24.5 Tries to figure out things for himself be. 22 31 16 1.95

fore asking adults or other children for 25 38 12 0 2.17

help.(3b) +.22

27.5 Likes to talk with or socialize with teach- 34 22 12 2.16

er. (la) 39 24 8 2 2.37
+.21

27.5 Often will not engage in activities unless 10 21 29 14 1.36

strongly encouraged.(2b) 8 9 11.3 14 1.15
..21

29. Doesn't like to be interrupted when engaged 10 26 30 8 1.51

in demanding activities,e.g.,puzzles,paint. 17 24 29 5 1.71

ing, constructing things. (2a) +.20

30.5 Is methodical and careful in the tasks that 17 30 17 10 1,73

he undertakes.(2a) 19 38 11 7 1.92
+.19

30.5 Is often quarrelsome with classmates for 9 12 29 24 1.08

4 12 31 28 0.89
..19

32.5 'When faced with a difficult task, he either 12 17 31 14 1.36

does not attempt it or gives up very quick- 5 20 32 17 1.18

ly. (2a) -.18

minor reasons.(3c)



Rank of Item
According to Very Some- Very Not

Amount of Dee Much what Little At All

P1-re Item Like Like Like Like Mean.

32.5 Is uncooperative in group activities.(1b) 7 16 31 20 1.14

# 4 15 29 26 0.96
-.18

34.5 Responds to frustration or disappointment 7 11 32 24 1.01

by becoming aggressive or enraged.(3c) 5 9 30 31 0.84
e.17

34.5 Is lethargic or apathetic; has little 6 6 30 31 0.62

energy or drive. (3c) 1 7 31' 35 0.65
-.17

36.5 Is even-tempered, imperturbable; is 23 30 14 7 1.93

rarely annoyed or cross.(3c) 25 34 12 4 2.07
+.14

36.5 Requires the company of other children; 9 21 32 11 1.38

finds it difficult to work or play by 10 13 36 15 1.24

himself. (3b) -.14

39.0 Is confident that he can do what is ex- 20 33 13 8 1.88

pected of him. (3a) 23 34 14 4 2.01
+.13

39,0 Greatly prefers the habitual and familiar 13 34 15 12 1.65

to the novel and the unfamiliar. (2a) 12 30 18 15 1..52

..13

39.0 'What he does is often imitated by other 10 30 20 l3 1.51.

children. (lb) 17 26 18 1.64
+13

41.5 Goes about his activities uith a minimum 21 35 12 6 1.96

of assistance from others.(3b) 22 38 14 1 2.08
+.12

41.5 Is wanted as a playmate by other .chit. 18 35 14 6. 1.89

dren.(1b) 23 34 12 5 2.01
+.12

43. Is unduly upset or discouraged if he makes o
. 17 ,) 6 1.18

a mistake or does not perforn well.(3c) 3 19 9 1.08
e.10

44. Approaches new tasks timidly and without as- 6 16
,
..Lo

,, 1.16

surance;shrinks from trying new things. (2b) 5 15 36 J3 1.09
-,07

45. Emotional response is customarily very 8 14 30 22 1.11

strong; oeer-responds to usual classroom 11 7 31 25 1.05

prdblems. frustrations and difficulties(30) e.06

6 11 26 .31 0.8946. Oftenten keees woof from others b octae he is

uninterested, suspicious, or bashful.(1b) 5 6 36 28 0.84
e.05

47.5 Has little respect for the rights of other 7 17 28 22 1.12

children;refuses to wait his turn, usurps 7 14 32.i4 22 1L,08

toys other children are playingwith,etc.0.11) e.04



(cont,)

Rank of Item
According to
Amount of De,.
sirable Change
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Item
47.5 Is excessive in seeking the attention

of adults. (la)

$

49, Welcomes changes and new situations; is
venturesome, explores, and generally
enjoys novolty.(2b)

Item Not Ranked

rights;e.g.,
will not yield his place at painting,

Very
Much
Like

Some. Very
what Little
Like Likp.

13 15 32
8 23 28

23 32 14

19 36 14

18 16 26

20 21 22

Not
At All

Bean

14 1.36
15 1J2

-J)4

r
a L99

or at the carpentry bench, etc.; insists 4.415

on getting his turn on the slide or in
group games, etc.

This classification of items can be used to form some impression
of the types of behavior that seemed to the teachers to show the greatest

change during the program and the types of behavior that to them showed

least change. Of the first 10 ranked items, 4 concern "relations with

adults;" the others are scattered among several other categories. Since

there are only 6 items on the questionnaire in the area of "relations

with adults," it would appear that this is the area in 'whisk there was
azt 10 ranked items, it cart be seen,greatest change. In exam inim: the 1

that 4 of them are classified as having to do uith "relations with peers,"

while the other 6 are scattered among several other categories. This

suggests that the head teachers perceived less change on the average in

peer relations than in the other characteristics dealt with on the Be-

havior Inventory.

There is a strange contrast between these results and those We
reported in Table 2 of our October progress report. In that table "Get-
ting along with other children" was the area in which most favorable

change was reported by the Head Start teachers and assistant teachers.

From a list of eight different possible areas of change "Doing whet he's

told" and "Finishing what he starts" were ranked seventh and eighth re-

spectively. By contrast "Usually does uhat adults ask him to" ranks

second in Table and "Sticks with a fob .until it is finished'! -is- tied

for third place Nhich set of results should we believe?

14y. on feeling is that the results presented in Table 5 are fairly

trustworthy, while.those presented illeTlabe 2 of the progress report

are not. The Table 2 results were derived from Question 19 of an Office

of Economic Opportunity questionnaire called "Paid and Voluntary Woker's

Evaluation of Operation Heads tart. This questionnaire had 24 items dealing

with all aspects of the progran4 and there was an excellent opportunity

for a "halo effect" to influence the ratings on all eight sub ..items of

Question 19. (It will be remembered that on this same questionnaire all
16 head teachers and assistant teachers reported on Question 22 that they

enjoyed their duties with Operation HeadStart "a great deal" and on

Question 23 that they looked forward "a great deal" to participating in

Operation Read Start the following year

--grvw,-,17,7:75,1,4:67!,p,m7t77:747.,
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By contrast the ratings on the Behavior inventory were made on a

child.by.child basis. Favorable items were interspersed with unfavorable

ones, and the complete set of second week ratings was collected several

weeks before the seventh week set of questionnaires was distributed. We

know that the five head teachers took these ratings very seriously, and

two of them complained to us about the amount of time the ratings required.

It seems to me also that the amount of change reported in Table 5

is much more likely to be an accurate indicator of the amount actlIally

occurnbg over a five week period than is the amount reported in Table 2

of the progress report. If we are to believe Table 2, the average child

VAS either "Better" or "Much better" in every one of eight different

aspects of behavior at the end of the program. By contrast, Table

indicated far more modest gains. In the area of greatest reported change,

there were 13 more children at the end of the program than at the be.

ginning for whom being polite to adults was said to be "very much Bite"

them and 15 more for whom obeying adult requests was said to be "very

much like" them. At the other end of the scale, there were three items

on which gains were approximately balanced by losses: respect for tilt

rights of other children, excessive seeking of adult attention, and el.

joyment of change and novelty.

The overall picture on the Behavior Inventory is one of slight to

moderate improvement in each one of the behavior areas. Five weeks

gain in age seems too little to account for more than a tiny fraction of

such improvement, so we should probably ascribe most or all of the ime

provement to the children's experience in the Head Start programs.

This is the kind of improvement often reported for children during theil

first few weeks in kindergarten, so the question arises: Would the same

improvement have occurred in September and October for these children

if they had not attended the Head Start programs in the summer? Is the

effect of Head Start merely to advance by two months a process of social

and personality development that would otherwise have taken place when

the child entered kindergarten? We cannot answer this question empiri-

cally, since we do not have any behavior ratings for the Head Start

children in kindergarten, nor for the control group children in the same

kindergarten classes.

On theoretical grounds I would argce that more social and person-

ality development is likely to take place for these children in a seven.

week Head Start program than during the first seven weeks of kindergarten.

The basis for this assumption is the more favorable adult-child ratio in

the Head Start programs ... one head teacher and one assistant teacher

for every 15 children, as contrasted with one teacher for every. 25 chil-

dren in a typical. Tompkins County kindergarten. Even if the amount of

favorable personality change weree on the average, exactly the same

under the two sets of circumstances, I would argue that it is worth-

mhile to have it occur earlier for these children. Most of the Head

Start children in Tompkins County entered kindergartens in which they

were surrounded by, children from middle class or stable working class

families. Other studies have shown that under such circumstances the

culturally deprived child is likely to be at a disadvantage in, making
a good impression on his peers and in competing with them for the teacher's

attention. And the initial social handicap is likely to be self.perpetu.

ating. If this line of reasoning is correct, an educational experience

that reduces the initial social handicap of the lower class child at the

time of kindergarten entry is likely, in at least some portion of the

cases, to have desirable long-range consequences.
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Mothers' Evaluations of the Head Start Pro rams

In February and March, 1966 we made an attempt to interview the

mother of each Head Start child who was still residing in Tompkins

County. Interviews were held at the child's home by arrangement with

the mother if possible. If the child was not living with his mother, we

interviewed the adult most familiar with the child during the period

of the child's participation in the Head Start program. Nearly all

interviews, however, were with the children's mothers. We were able

to interview the mother, or mother-surrogate, of 29 of the Ithaca chil-

dren, 26 of the Newfield children and 13 of the Dryden children. In

many cases repeated call-backs were necessary to schedule the interview

but in no case did we encounter a refUsal. The mothers were asked a

number of different questions about the Head Start program and the

changes they thought they had perceived in their children as a result

of the program.

The instructions for Section B of the interview schedule for the

mothers were as follows: Now I'd like to ask you about
ts

77170779.g7
experiences in the summer program, and your opinion about this. The

children went from (9 to 12, 9 to 1, or 9 to 4) and they were involved

in a variety of activities during the day. Some of these activities

are listed on this card. For each activity; there are four possible
answers you might give to tell me your opinion of the activity. You

might think the activity was very worthwhile, a little worthwhile, not

worthwhile, or not at all worthwhile for your child.

Table 6 gives the results of this series of questions. For each

type of activity listed, the number of mothers who thought the activity

was very worthwhile, a little worthwhile, etc. is shown. There were no

differences of any consequence in the parents' responses from one school

district to another; consequently the answers of all 68 parents have been

combined in Table 6. The items are arranged in order of popularity, be-

ginning with the one for which there was the highest level of favorable

response.

Table 6

Ratings of Program Activities by Head Start Mothers
Very A little

Worth- Worth

Activities while while,

F. They listened to records and played games
59 7

with a group leader.

C. They played with creative material like cray. 9
ons, paints, clay, and play dough.

E. The teacher read stories to them 57 8

G. They had juice, snacks, and lunch (lunch in 56 8
Ithaca and Dryden only).

D. They looked at picture books and worked
55 11

wooden picture puzzles.

I. They had a dental check-up. 55 5

H. They had a medical check -up. 53 5

A. They played outdoors on swings,in sandboxe4 eta. 47 17

B. They played with indoor toys like blocks, 44 20
trucks, dolls and dress-up clothes.

Not Not, At, All
Worth.. Worth.

while while_

1 1

0 1

2 1

3 1

1 1

6 2

8 2

3 1

3 1

41'4 ,i-l'',,A7-17....7,47.777` 7"--
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It is obvious from Table 6 that these mothers were nearly all en.

thusiastic about the Head Start program. There is an overwhelming pre.

ponderance of responses in the category "very worthwhile" and almost

none in the category "not at all worthwhile." Actually all the responses

in this last category were given by one mother of a child in the Ithaca

program. With regard to the relative evaluation of different features

of the programs, it is interesting to see that the highest ratings were

given to activitles involving creative materials, verbal interaction with

teachers, or other forms of "intellectual and cultural enrichment." The

medical, dental and nutritional aspects of the program were rated with

almost ecvaal enthusiasm as the creative activities. Slightly less popu.

lar with the parents were the activities in categories A and B which

were, for the most part, things which would be possible for the children

to engage in in their own homes.

The reader may be surprised at the number of parents who rated the

medical and dental check ups as "not worthwhile" or "not at all worth-

vale" for their children. In almost every case these were children

"rho had already had medical and/or dental check -ups during the past year.

Tompkins County has an excellent network of public and private health

services, and a substantial minority of the parents had been making use

of them for their children before they were ever enrolled in the Head

Start program.

Perceived Chan es in the Children

In Section C of the interview mothers were asked about ways in which

they thought their child had changed as a result of the program. The

instructions stated "Now I'd like to ask if there were any ways in which

your child has changed as a result of the program. On the back side of

the card you now have, you can see eight ways in which aaild's name)

may have changed as a result ofilead Start. After reading each statement,

tell me if you think your child is mach better, better, worse, much worse,

or shows no change in that area." These eight items were exactly the

same as the summary items filled out by teachers and assistant teachers

at the end of the summer program on Question 19 of the Head Start Workers'

Evaluation Inventory. The answers of the 16 teachers and assistant

teachers were presented in Table 2 of my October 30 progress report and

were discussed in a previous section of this report. The comparable

answers of the 68 parents are given below in Table 7. The items are

presented in the same order in Table 7 as they were in Table 2 in order

to facilitate comparison of the mothers' impressions with those of the

teachers. For the same reason we have expressed the results in percentage

form.

Table 7

Mothers' Perceptions of Changes in Children

as a Result of the Head Start Program
Much No Much No. of Re..

Better Better Change Worse Worse gsondyTts

1. Getting along with other 26 40% 31%
children

%

2. Self- .confidence 30% 35% 35%

3. Speaking ability 19% 31% 50%

8. Can do things on his own 37% 3254, 31%

4. Everyday manners 211; 38% 3 I:: 7;

7. Interested in new things 14,7f, 38% 15e

4,e,

6. Doing what he's told 7% 42% 414% 7%

5. Finishing what he starts 12(,,'. 32% 53% 3%
fq
0 ,...,

68

'68

68
68
68
68
68
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On all eight items in Table 7 far more parents reported faeeereble,

rather than unfavorable, change in their hhildren as a result of the Head

Start program. Their estimates of the ameant of change are more compar-

able to those reported by teachers in their child.by.ehild ratings (Tahle

5) than to those in the teachers' summary estimates on the Workers' Ev7.1.

nation Inventory (Table 2). The proportion of mothers reporting that

their child was either "Much Better" or "Better" as a result of the Head

Start program ranges from a maximum of 85% (Interested in new thing) to

a minimum of 4$ (Finishing what he starts), with a median of 62%. "Ly

contrast, 100% of the teachers and assistant teachers reported favorable

change in Table 2 for five of the eight items. Again it seems to me that

the child.by.child ratings provide a much better estimate of the amount

of change that has actually occurred.

There are very substantial differences between Table 7 and Table 5

regarding the areas of maximum and minimum change. I believe that these

differences reflect mainly differences in the opportunities for observe..

lion_ available to the head teachers in the summer of 1965 and those avail-

able to the parents over the period from July, 1965 to March, 1966. The

area in which teachers reported greatest change, adult-child relations,

undoubtedly refers to adult-child relations in the nursery school. petAm.

Ve might expect changes in this area to carry over into the child's be-

havior in kindergarten, but probably not to his behavior at home. When

mothers reported relatively little change on the item "Doing what he's

told," they undoubtedly meant "Doing what he's told" hy_hls mother!

It is intriguing to find that "Interested in new things" is the area

in which parents reported greatest change, while the head teachers saw no

change (on the average) in this respect. My guess is that we are dealing

here with a "sleeper effect" -.. a change in many of the children as a

result of the Head Start program that does not become readily observable

until the program is over. On the other hand, we must remember that all

the children had been exposed to five months of kindergarten at the time

their parents were interviewed, and that it is quite possible that many

mothers gave the Head Start program credit for behavioral changes that

really should have been attributed to the kindergarten experience.

The final possibility is that the changes reported in Table 7 repre-

sent merely the effects of six months physical and mental growth and six

months of miscellaneous social experience, apart from the influence of

any specific educational program. We coUld not present these questions

to parents of control group children in the same way we did to the Head

Start parents, so we have no solid evidence that the Head Start program

plus five months of kindergarten wts mere effective in producing desirable

behavioral change than two months at .home plus five months of kindergarten

'de are strongly inclined to attribute at least a portion of the changes

reported in Table 7 to the Head Start experience, especially since there

is a tendency for greatest change to be reported in some of the areas

where we should expect greatest change on theoretical grounds (e.g,,,

"Interested in new. things") . Howevef, 'we cannot be sure.

Mothers' ParticHead Start Pro ram Activities

Section A of the interview schedule asked parents about their parti.

cipation in various kinds of activities related to the Head Start program.

The three Tompkins County programs differed greatly in their approaches

to parent involvement, so the findings in this part of the report will

be presented separately by program.

'-`,77:



In Ithaca there were three meetings scheduled for parents to meet
with the teachers, and twenty-five mothers attended at least one of
these meetings. No one attended all three, but 13 mothers went to two
of them. As to what occurred at these meetings, 20 mothers reported
that they were told about the program and what the school district
wanted to do for the children, while 16 mothers remembered another
meeting concerned with children's activities and how to discipline
children. Twenty-two of the 25 mothers reported enjoying the meetings
they went to and twenty considered the meetings at least moderately
useful. Four Ithaca mothers also told of other activities: 3 had
donated money for toys at a party and one had gone to the library with
some mothers and a teacher.

In Dryden there were no organized group activities for the parents.
One mother, however, reported visiting the classroom and said it was
extremely useful and enjoyable. Also five of the thirteen mothers in.
terviewed said they had talked with some staff member about their child
and the program.

The Newfield program was distinctive in that there were field trips
weekly. Mothers were invited to participate both to increase their under-
standing of the program and to make a better ratio of adults to children.
Of the 26 mothers who were interviewed, 14 had gone on at least one
trip; average attendance was five mothers per trip. Unanimously the
mothers reported enjoying these field. trips, and 12 of the 14 considered
them at least moderately useful. The Newfield program also held a
party at the end of the session at which 12 parents were present. Again
they all reported they enjoyed the party. Newfield mothers who were
not able to participate in any field trips were nevertheless impressed
by their value for the children. A number of mothers commented spon.
taneously on the way in which their children had kept ta/king for days
about experiences on one or another of these expeditions.

In all the programs some mothers had an opportunity to speak indi-
vidually with one of the Head Start staff members about their children's
activities and progress in nursery school. Twenty-three of the Ithaca
mothers reported having talked with either the head teacher or one of
the other staff members in their child's program. All but one said they
enjoyed the talks; 19 found them at least moderately useful. In Dryden
5 of the 13 mothers spoke with a teacher.about their children. Four
mothers reported these talks were moderately useful, and all five said
they enjoyed them. The reason so. few Dryden mothers talked with a staff
member was that most of the children lived 5 miles or more from the
Head Start center and were picked up and returned daily 'by car-pools.
In Newfield the children did not live 30 far away on the average; also
the field trips provided an opportunity for mothers to talk with the
teachers. Eighteen of the Newfield mothers said they talked with a
staff member in the program about what and how their child was doing.
Eleven mothers found these talks at least. moderately useful while seven
were not sure.

At the end of Section A all 68 mothers were asked wheth(r there was
anything special they thought they had learned as a result of the Head
Start program. Only 14 answered "Yes" to this question. Eleven of
these replies were from Ithaca mothers, six of whom reported that they
learned how to ,deal more effectively with their child, and about available
material for pre-schoolers. One Dryden mother and one from Ithaca learned
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that there are many underprivileged children in the area and that sore,

mothers do little to help their children in educational activities.
Three mothers reported they had never before realized that a child could
learn so much at the age of 5, and two said they learned it is good to
get out and do things in the community. Also one mother, from Ithaca,
said she found out that children learn to fight at Head Start!

It is worth mentioning that all three Tompkins County Head Start
programs were planned and administered entirely by public school person-
nel. Although the Dryden program 'was formally sponsored by the county
chapter of the National Farmers Union, its administration was turned over
entirely to the head teacher, an experienced and dedicated elementary
school teacher (cf..my October 30 progress report), This meant that these
programs were conceived as downward extensions of the regular public
school programs .-. essentially as "preekindergarten" programs. The

relationship of parents to the programs was thought of as analogous to
the relationship of parents to an elementary school program. The goal
of each program was to modify the child's abilities and characteristic
behavior, not the parent's. Vigorous efforts were made to inform the
parents of the nature and purpose of each program, but there was never
any thought of asking parental advice on curriculum, equipment, or pro...
gram activities. Nearly all the parents we interviewed accepted this
definition of the situation and seemed to be satisfied with it. The
only really dissatisfied parent was one Ithaca mother who for some reason
had expected the program to prepare her child for entry into the first
grade in September, instead of kindergarten. From this point of view
she evaluated all the Head Start activities as "not at all worthwhile."

Selecti ©n of_Control Group

We began a program of testing in the fall of 1965 that involved
administration of the StanfordeBinet (Form leX), the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test (Form A), and the Netropelitan Readiness Test (Form A)
to nearly all of the Head Start children still residing in one of the
three school districts, as well as to a group of control children in the
same kindergarten classes who were roughly matched with the Head Start,
children.

In selecting control children a rough attempt was made to replicate
the selection method used in each school district for the Head Start
children. Thus the Ithaca children were selected in direct consultation
with the individual school principals and their kindergarten teachers;
Newfield control children were selected in more informal discussions
with teachers and the school nurse; and Dryden controls were selected in
discussion with the supervising principal, who in turn discuesed the
children with kindergarten teachers 'in each of the schools.

The general request we made to kindergarten teachers and principals
was to pick children who came from the same socioeeconomic level as the
Head Start children but who had not been asked to participate in that
program. In Ithaca we made a deliberate effort to make the proportion
of Negro children the same in the control group as it had been among the
Head Start children. Children were automatically eliminated from cone
sideration as controls if (1) their parents had been approached by Head
Start the previous summer and had refused, or (2) if they were kinder-
garten repeaters.

st,



In the process of selecting control group children a decision Was
made to enlarge the number of controls in the Dryden school district
beyond the number planned in the original project proposal. The reasons

for this decision lie in the considerable discrepancy found between the

actual Head Start programs in Newfield and Dryden. In Newfield 28 chile.

dren had been enrolled in the Head Start program, although there were
only about 75 children all told in kindergarten during the 1965.66 school

year in this district. In the course of recruiting children for the bead

Start program it was necessary to tap families of a considerably higher

level of socio-economic status than in the Ithaca and Dryien programs (cf.,

my October 30 progress report). Thus our original intention tef pooling

the Newfield and Dryden data was abandoned. The great problem we en.

countered in Newfield was difficulty in finding poor kindergarten chil-

dren who had not been approached to participate in the Head Start program.

We selected for the Newfield control group only the 14 children whom

the teachers felt were of comparable socio-economic status to the 28 Head

Start children. In Dryden the kindergarten population is about double
that of Newfield; we therefore had the opportunity to select and test a

larger number of control children than in Newfield, and we 'eeided to

take advantage of this opportunity.

interviews with Control Grou Mothers

In late Nay and early June of 1966 the mothers (or mother surrogates

of the control group children were interviewed in a manner comparable to

our previous interviews with the Head Start parents. Twenty.s even control

children had been selected in Ithaca in the fall, 14 in Newfield, and 26

in Dryden. However, by late spring, when the parent interviews were
carried out, only 57 of these families remained in Tompkins County: 22

in Ithaee, 12 in Newfield, and 23 in Dryden. All of these families Imre

interviewed, and in most cases it was the child's actual mother who an

swered the questions.

Each mother was sent a preliminary letter asking her cooperation for
a study of parents' reactions to the kindergarten program. They were

told that their children had been selected from a list as representative

of the larger group of kindergarten children, but they were not told that

the interview had any reference to the Head Start program. The interview

itself dealt in part with the parent's knoWledgo and opinion of the kin.

dergarten program, in part with any perceiVed changes in her child due to

kindergarten, and in part with the child's activities at home. A final

section asked general questions about the family such as occupation. edu-

cation, etc. The interviews went very sMoothly, just as they had with

the Head Start families. In many cases a number of visits were necessary
to find the mother at home, but there were no refusals,

The following demographic information for the control families may

be compared with similar information for the Head Start families given

in the October progress report. (The data on race are the only ones

we were able to obtain for the entire set of control children; all other

data on the control families are based on the 57 whom we were able to

inter view in the spring of 1966.) Of the original 27 control children

in Ithaca, 21 were white and 6 were Negro. Of those whose families were

still in Tompkins County in Hay, 1966 and consequently available for

interviewing, 19 were white and 4 were Negro. There were no Negroes in

either Dryden or Newfield.

".; 4:A ,,p'sr;:n " =



, Probably the two bast indices of socio-economic status for most
purposes are education and income. Table 8 shows for Head Start and

control families in each school district the median number of school
years completed by mothers and the median gross family income during

the previous year. Data for the Head Start families are taken from page
3 of the 0E0 Medical/Dental and Family Information Record, filled out
during the summer of 1965. Data for the control families are taken from
our interviews in the late spring of 1966.

Table 8

Mother's Education and Family Income
of Head Start and Control Families

Ithaca Newfield
Head Head
Start Controls §-lad Controls

Median Number of
School Years Com- 11.0
pleted by Mother

10.9

Median Gross Fam-
ily Income During $3600 $5250
Previous Year

12.0 12.0

Dryden
Head
Start Controls

8.8 10.8

$5000 $6000 $3500 $5200

If we take mother's education as our criterion, we are led to the
conclusion that the control families in Ithaca and Newfield are fairly
well matched to the Head Start families, but the Dryden control families
are somewhat superior to the Dryden Head Start families in socio-economic

status. In gross family income, however, all three sets of control
families are markedly superior to their Head Start counterparts. It seems

to me that there are two considerations tending to invalidate family
income as a suitable standard of comparison for Head Start and control
families The first is that the year for which income was estimated was
1964 for the Head Start families and 1965 for the control families. In

Tompkins County 1965 was a year of virtually full employment, while 1964

WAS considerably spottier. The second consideration is that the 57 control
families for whom data are presented in Table 8 are a subset of the 67
families from whom control ehildreri were drawn in the fail testing pro-

gram. It is reasonable to suppose that the ten families who moved away
during the school year were for the most part families whose incomes
were proving extremely unsatisfactory and who hoped to do better elsewhere.

An additional criterion of socio-economic status, available for most
of the families, is father's education. Table 9 shows the median number
of school years completed by fathers of Head Start and control children.
Information was provided by the mothers in nearly all cases. The fig-

ures in parentheses are the numbers of fathers for whom this information

was available.

Table 9

Father'sfEducation in Head Start and Control Families

Ithaca
Head

Newfield
Head

Dryden
Head

Start Controls Start Controls Start, Controls

Median Number of
School Years Com. 12.0 12.0 11.3 12.0 9,5 9,2
pleted by Father (28) (16) (27) (12) (15) (23)



.-21-

;he data on father's education agree Tolith the data on mother's edu-

cation in suggesting a fairly good match between Head Start and cont-sol

families. Only in Newfield do the control families seem to come froa a

slightly higher socio-economic level.

Our general, conclusions on matching are twofold; (1) Parental edu-

cation is superior to family income as a criterion, since it is,not af-

fected by year-to-year fluctuations in the economic situation. (2) By

the criterion of parental education the Ithaca Head Start and control

families were almost perfectly matched, while in Newfield and Jryden

the control families appeared to come from a slightly higher soe:lo.

economic level than the Head Start families.

For the record we shall note some additional information about the

control families. These data may be compared with the corresponding in-

formation in my October progress report. Of the 22 families in the

Ithaca control group, 17 (76) had fathers living in their homes. The

majority of the fathers were craftsmen, foremen, or operatives; only 3

were laborers. Forty percent of the mothers had completed high school;

median family size was six members.

Of the 12 Newfield control families, all had fathers living with

them. Ten of the twelve fathers (83Z) were craftsmen, foremen or oper

atives; only one was a laborer. Fifty-five percent of the the mothers

had completed high school.: Median family size was five members.

In the Dryden control families 22 out of 23 had fathers living in

their homes. Of these fathers, the majority were craftsmen, foremen,

or operatives and 6 (26%) were liborers. Of the mothers, 39% were high

school graduates; median family size was five members.

The most noteworthy feature of these data is the somewhat smaller

average size of the Newfield and 3ryden control families as compared

with the Head Start families in these districts. By contrast the

median size of the Ithaca control families is exactly the same as that

of the Ithaca Head Start families.

Tests of Umilw and Intellectual Abilities

Testing of the Head Start children began during the second week., of

the summer program with administration of ''the Caldwell Preschool Inven-

tory. Gains on the Preschool Inventory from second to seventh week were

presented in Table 3 of my October progress report. In the4hird and

fourth weeks of the program all children were also given For4 B of the

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. Administration of the PPVTewas.done

by James Schuh, who had spent the preViont: week giving the second half

of the Preschool Inventory to these same children.

The next wave of testing began at the end of October and lasted con-

siderably longer. The general plan was for two graduate asiistants to

work sAinultarieously with the Head Start and control children tin Ithaca,

then move to Newfield, and then to Drydem, Form A of the PPVT was to

be used as a warm-up and followed by the Binet, in the same manner pre.

viously described for children in the Ithaca day care center,, We took

care to maintain approximate equality in the number of Head Start and

control children tested by each graduate assistant in each school system,
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#4 The principal psychometrician was Gary Shaw, whose training has

already been described in the section dealing with the Ithaca yelr.a

round program for 3 and 4 year olds. He was assisted by Maxine Lernstein,

a graduate student in social psychology who had completed a genera

course in test administration and was given some intensive tutoring in

the Stanford.Binet, Form L.M at the beginning of the fall. Analysis of

the test results secured by Shaw and Bernstein revealed no systematic

differences on either the Binet or the Peabody.

The testing program did not go smoothly in Ithaca, in spite of

excellent cooperation by all of the various school administrators con-

cerned with these children. It turned out that the Head Start children

were dispersed among seven kindergarten classes in five different schools.

Control children were selected from three of these schools. At the request

of one of the Ithaca school psychologists we added the Bender Gestalt

to our test battery, without realizing the extent to which this would

slow us up. A graduate student in another department began adminis-

tering Form B of the PPVT to kindergarten children in one of the schools

without consulting us. We decided at first to omit the PPVT from our

administration for the 12 children she had tested and to use her results

instead. However when we got around to examining the data systenati.

cally, we found her scores were far out of line with those obtained by

Shaw and Bernstein; so we had to retest seven Head Start and five con.

trill children with Form A of the PPVT in April, 1966.

The other discovery we made on systematic examination of our data

was that we had somehow omitted to test in the fall one of the Ithaca

Head Start children and two control children from the same classroom,

These three children were tested in March, 1966.

With the exceptions previously noted, all Ithaca children avail.

able for testing had taken the Binet and Form A of the PPVT by mid.

December, 1965. Testing in Newfield and Dryden went much more smoothly.

In Newfield we began testing in early December and finished in January,

while in Dryden we began in January and finished in February.

The final wave of testing took place in April and early May 1966.

It has been the custom in recent years for the Ithaca kindergarten

teachers to administer the Metropolitan Readiness Test to their classes

each spring, and we were able to use the results of their testing.

Their test procedure is carefully supervised by the coordinator of

elementary instruction for the district, and group size is limited to

a mammum of 15 children at any one time. In Newfield and Dryden

Gary Shaw took responsibility for the testing, with the help of the

various kindergarten teachers. Form A of the Metropolitan was used

in each district. Nearly all the testing was completed in April, but

several make -up sessions were necessary in early May for children who

had been ill at the time of the original administration. The reduc.

tion in the size of our groups from fall to spring is almost entirely

the result of migration of families out of the county.

Table 10 presents mean IQ's on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test

for the Head Start children in July, 1965 and in the winter of 1965-66.

As I explained in Part I of this report, the great advantage of the IQ

as an index is that it provides an automatic correction for variations

In children's ages at time of testing. The test results are broken down

by head teacher within each Head Start program to facilitate comparison

with Table 3 in the October progress report. Table 10 is based entirely

on children who were tested both in the summer and the winter.
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Table 10

Mean IQ's of Head Start Children on Peabody Picture

Vocabulary Test in July, 1965 and lanter, 1965-66

Ithaca Newfield Dryden

Miss As Mrs. B's Mrs. C's Mrs. D's Mrs. E's

Class Class Class Class Class Total

July,1965
86 84 73 91 80 84,2

(Form B)
Winter 6 ........i.jg......22._....25_......jo 99 ...........11..41.-..
Mean Gain 5 11 12 8 11 9.2

Number of Cases 16 12 13 13 13 67

There is no doubt that Table 10 shows a substantial increase in PPVT

IQ for the average Head Start child over a six month period. A test of

significance for the overall increase of 9.2 points yeilds a t of 3.98,

significant at the .001 level. There is a real question, however, as to

how much of this increase should be attributed to the Head Start program

and how much to the subsequent four months in kindergarten. The summer

administration of the PPVT was in the third and fourth weeks of the Head

Start program, so that children had on the average four weeks more of

this experience before the program terminated. I shall argue in the

next section of this report that these gains in PPVT IQ should be attri-

buted almost entirely to the kindergarten experience rather than Head Start,

The gains are so similar from one class to another and from one

school district to another that there is no point in testing the statis-

tical significance of differences in mean gain. The differences are

suggestive, however; and perhaps a little speculative interpretation is

in order. There are two factors in the kindergarten situation which

might be expected to produce greatest average gain in the Newfield chil-

dren and least in the Ithaca children. The first of these is time of

test administration. About three fourths of the Ithaca Head Start chile

dren took Form A of the PPVT in November and December and one fourth in

March or April. The mean gain for the latter group of eight children is

21 points, while the mean gain for the former group is only 2 points.

This argues very strongly for length of kindergarten experience as a

decisive factor in size of IQ gain on the_ Peabody. From this standpoint

the Ithaca children, taken as a whole, were somewhat handicapped by the

timing of our 1965-66 program of individual testing.

The Newfield kindergarten program is an all day one, in contrast

to the half day programs in Ithaca and Dryden. Presumably this provides

an opportunity for more verbal and intellectual stimulation for the

children over a four month period, and consequently might be expected

to lead to somewhat greater increases in PPVT IQ.

Table 10 does show a noticeably greater average gain for the New-

field children as compared with the Ithaca children, as these considera-

tions would predict. The district that is out of line is Dryden, with

the highest average mean gain of the three in PPVT IQ. This suggests

that there may have been something in the Dryden Head Start program

leading to slightly greater verbal and cognitive development, on the

average, than in the other two programs. The graduate assistants who

observed the three programs were more impressed by Ars. E's teaching

style than by that of any other single teacher, and it was her group

that showed the largest average gain during the summer on'the Caldwell



e e e' Preechool Inventory. (See my October 30 progress report for a descripe
tion of the Dryden program and results with the Preschool Inventory

In Table 11 are presented results of the fall and winter testing
with the Stanford-Binet and PPVT for both Head Start and control chil-
dren. The table includes two Head Start children Who were absent at
the time of the summer administration of the PPVT, and were consequently
not included in Table 10.

Table 11
Mean IQ's of Head Start and Control Children on

Stanford-Binet and Peabody PVT in Winter, 1965-66

Ithaca Newfield .Dryden

Head Head Head
Start Controls Start Controls Start Controls

StanfordeBinet IQ
(Form L.44) 95 98 99 104 96 93

PPVT IQ (Form A)

Number of Cases

93 92 94 98 91 85

29 27 27 14 13 26

The main overall impression one gets from Table 11 is that there
is no difference in average level of ability between Head Start and control
children when both are tested half way through their kindergarten year
All of the mean differences between Head Start and control children are
small; three of the comparisons fxor the Head Start children, while
three favor the controls. It seem to me that Table 10 with its associe
ated test of significance demonstrated clearly that the Head Start
children gained substantially in verbal ability over a six month period.
Table 11 suggests very strongly, not conclusively, that similar gains
were simultaneously being registered by the control children. The major

source of change for both groups is almost certainly the kindergarten

program in the various Tompkins County schools.

The confidence we can place in these conclusions depends primarily
on the adequacy of matching of the Head Start and control groups in each

school district. In Ithaca all the evidence indicated adequate matching,
and we find virtual identity in the average level of performance of Head
Start and control group children. In Newfield we concluded that the
control children probably were drawn from a slightly higher socioeeconomic
level, on the average, than the Head Start children; and we see in Table
11 that their tested IQ's average four or five points higher than those
of the Head Start children.

The only school system in which the difference between the Head
Start and control children in winter test performance is opposite in
direction to the difference in socio-economic status us Dryden. The
data on parental education, as well as those on median family size, suggest
that the average socio- economic level of Dryden control families was
somewhat above that of Head Start families, just as in Newfield. But we

find in Table 11 that the Dryden Head Start children score slightly above
the control children, on the average, on both the PPVT and the Binet.
The differences are only suggestive, but they are consistent with our
previous results in pointing to the Dryden Head Start program as probably
the most successful one in producing a lasting influence on the children's
rate of intellectual growth.



Precise statistical treatment of the data summarized in Table 11

is best carried out by analysis of covariance. The fact that the pro-

portion of Head Start and control children varies greatly from school

district to school district creates a problem, but a good approximate
solution is found in Yates' method of Weighted Squares of Means. We

carried out such an analysis, using mother's education as the independent

quantitative variable, and found no significant differences in group
means on either Stanford-Binet I or Peabody IQ. The program we were

using provided estimates of the average within-groups correlation between

mother's education and child's IQ and provided them separately for the

Head Start and control children. To our intense surprise these corre.
lations differed drastically for the Stanford-Binet .50 with mother's

education for the Head Start children, and -.12 for the control children.

We assumed naturally that something had gone wrong with the computer

program, so we checked the results with a desk calculator. Using total

correlatiors ..- all Head Start children together, and all control chil-

dren together we find an r of ,.50 between Binet IQ and mother's edu.

cation for 64 Head Start children, and a corresponding r of -(07 for 54

control children. This difference is significant at the .03 level, and

I don't have the slightest idea what it means.

Correlations between PPVT IQ and mother's education were much more

reasonable .38 for the Head Start children and .05 for the controls.

The final round of testing was carried out in April and early May,

using Form A of the Metropolitan Readiness Test. Group means on this

test are presented in Table 12.

Table 12
Mean Raw Scores of Head Start and Control Children

on Metropolitan Readiness Test in Spring, 1966
Ithaca Newfield Jryden

Head Head Head

Start Controls Start Controls Start Controls

Mean Raw Score on
Metropolitan Read. 39 41 51 51 41 41

iness Test(Form A)

Number of Cases (29) (23) (25) (12) (13) (21)

The general trend of results in Table 12 is much the same as in Table

11. This is not surprising, since the Metropolitan Readiness Test is

known to correlate highly with standard intelligence tests, especially

the Binet. The main contrast between Table 12 and Table 11 is that on

the Readiness Test differences between Head Start and control group means

are entirely eliminated, while differences between school districts are

increased. An analysis of covariance was carried out with these data

similar to the one previously described for the data of Table 11. With

Readiness Test scores as the dependent variable the differences between

school districts become highly significant: F 5.91, significant at

.01 level.

It is obvious from Table 12 that it is the Newfield children who

deviate from the others in their scores on the Metropolitan Readiness

Test. My hypothesis is that two factors are working together to produce

this result. The first is the somewhat higher socio-economic status of

the Newfield Head Start and control children, taken together as compared

with that of the Ithaca and Jryden children. This difference is quite

clear in Table 8, and has been reflected in a tendency for the Newfield
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slgedfi1av1;t:tont. The second Zacbor l the all da.,7 klm-

o0TRArten ilrogran in Newxleid, It seems reasonable to suppose that.,
.r.

.`»1. "i -sn, of no sch,Jni 17.1e zlcublin of instrutiona) time for these

children right.zake Peal 0..Twence, especially on a test zruch al. .6he

N.E3tro-:)alitan %hich is both an ra)ility and an aohievement test.

The correlation of the Netropolitan Readiness Test with mother's

education is 'actual:hi- ver7 low in ollr sample --- .12 for the Head Start

children aad for the control 61.i.ldren. As a check on our previlis

c4,1d1 atfl.ons (or, llore precisely, on the oompute7i,'s previous calculatIons)

we :.',eded to do a simple one mu' analysis of variance of differ6ncer.5 in

scnres by school districts. This time F turned out to be

8,07, sign5.Ticant at the .005 level. The very luw correlation within

groups boten Readiness Test score and mother's education suggests tha

the main factor in the superiority of Newfield children on this measure

is the Newfield kindergarte,n program rather than their slight advantage

in socio.econonic status. Irlether difference in Readiness Test score,.

at the end of the kindergarten yepr be parallelled by differences ill

first grade achievement remains to be seenc

Sumiary and Conclusions
kr :3.),:trt+1...r.Cigc.ktfr,11t, c1.7.0.V1,3t1,Ctr,

This 1-eport has dealt with only a few of the many different kinds of
'1

..t

a Head ;Start pYopsram my have on children and Derents involvsci

1.n :it. The cieare$t eCo3%s el: the 1965 Tompkins County programs are to

be ..ound in the erlowleut of these programs by the children in them, and

ih tho satisfacton of pa7-ents Ieth the pograms. It seems almost cer-

tal.r1 thA the program "lave la:;.d a solid foundation for good Darcmt-

s(:hDol relz:-.tionsh;.ps in coming ycars. It seems a]most :;ertain also that

tho Inedical arx1 ciental ast.oc.5to of the provem have made a real difference

in the lives co a nuvbr i s chil&ren, though our linvestication did not

attempt to aasess these

Wr-tb-r - h-i -ff -Pt -, _ at.- ..1.G.:42 . 0. 1.1
. tr.)

social and intellectnaj deveictrimont is =oh difficOt tn estimat.

Certainly the Head Start ehil&ren have improved greatly, on the average,

in these respects; and the improvemert has lasted throughout most of

their kindergarten year, The control group ahildreal, however, seem to

or shown sixilar kinds of imnrovement At the end of their kinder .

gamen year their pprforoaxice on tests of language and intellee.u&i r9,

t ' ! 'e 1 y on the a';.7ert-:;,f4,e, to that of the Head Start

children,. and one may lagitimatel-y raise the question of how much the

lbsiad Start expel'Aence has added to what the ohildrer, would have -learned

anyvay kindervartcin. The vresent 5. I fi Of.5t g at on does not have the

precision required for even a tentative ansver to this last question.

All we can 8A7* is that we find the combined effects of the Towykins

Curitv Head Start and kindergarten .0rograw extrene-iy. imwresnive.


